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I finish this Special Order, of these ter-
rible crimes is appalling and unaccept-
able, but, unbelievable, the appear-
ances of crimes involving sexual mis-
conduct on the part of U.N. peace-
keepers over the past decade have be-
come frequent to include incidents of, 
for example, the Congo, where the U.N. 
peacekeepers and civilian personnel 
stand accused of widespread exploi-
tation in a sexual manner of refugees; 
two, Burundi, where two U.N. peace-
keepers were suspended following alle-
gations of sexual misconduct; three, Si-
erra Leone, where U.N. peacekeepers 
were accused by Human Rights Watch 
of systematic rape of women; and, four, 
Bosnia, where the U.N. police mission 
was accused of misconduct, of corrup-
tion, and sexual trafficking. 

This is just horrendous. The U.N. re-
peatedly and reportedly quashed an in-
vestigation into involvement of U.N. 
police in enslavement of Eastern Euro-
pean women in Bosnian brothels. 

In response, the bill before us, Mr. 
Speaker, is going to have some provi-
sion to deter these horrible incidents 
and bring a level of respect to the 
United Nations, and I hope that our 
colleagues will support this Hyde bill 
this week. 

Among others, it includes provisions that 
mandate the: adoption of a minimum standard 
of qualifications for senior leaders and man-
agers; adoption of a uniform Code of Conduct 
which applies equally to all personnel serving 
in U.N. peacekeeping operations regardless of 
category or rank; written acknowledgement by 
personnel sent as peacekeepers that mis-
conduct may include immediate termination of 
participation in an operation; and establish-
ment of a permanent, professional, and inde-
pendent investigative body dedicated to United 
Nations peacekeeping. 

It is monstrous that an international organi-
zation charged with operating peacekeeping 
missions around the world and with assisting 
nations to rebuild after major turmoil has expe-
rienced an alarming number of scandals in-
volving sexual exploitation, rape, sex traf-
ficking, misconduct, harassment, and other 
criminal acts. 

However, not only has systemic mis-
management and corruption been a recurring 
characteristic of the United Nations, but the 
U.N. organization is being corroded by dis-
crimination against Israel and anti-Semitism as 
never before. 

The viciousness with which Israel continues 
to be attacked at the U.N., and the reluctance 
of Member states to defend Israel or to accord 
it the same treatment as other countries, sug-
gests that there is a considerable anti-Semitic 
component behind the policies pursued in 
U.N. forums. 

In addition to multiple manifestations of anti- 
Semitism at the U.N., the most notorious 
being the 1975 U.N. General Assembly resolu-
tion equating Zionism, the national liberation 
movement of the Jewish people, with racism, 
Israel continues to be subject to debilitating 
forms of discrimination within that organiza-
tion. 

Israel is not allowed to present candidacies 
for open seats in any U.N. body, is not able 
to compete for major U.N. bodies, and cannot 
participate in U.N. conferences on human 
rights, racism and a number of other issues. 

By contrast, there are several U.N. groups 
devoted to ‘‘Palestinian Rights,’’ and a dis-
proportionate representation of Palestinian 
issues through different committees and com-
missions. 

This Act seeks to end discrimination against 
Israel in the United Nations system and en-
sure fairness and objectivity in the United Na-
tions’ handling of Israeli-Palestinian issues by: 
expanding WEOG to afford Israel permanent 
membership in this group with full rights and 
privileges; mandating a State Department re-
view and assessment of the work performed 
by the various United Nations commissions, 
committees, and offices focusing exclusively 
on the Palestinian agenda, followed by the 
submission of a report recommending areas 
for reform, including proposals for the elimi-
nation by the U.N. of such duplicative entities 
and efforts; and withholding proportional U.S. 
contributions to the United Nations until such 
time as the recommendations are imple-
mented. 

The Commission on Human Rights and its 
feeder body, ECOSOC, are also emblematic 
of these deficiencies within the U.N. system. 

There remains great difficulty in securing 
support for condemnations of gross human 
rights violators, when the worst offenders sit 
on the actual Committee, dictate the agenda 
and block any meaningful resolutions from 
being adopted. 

Yet, there have been few condemnations 
and measures, if any, addressing the con-
tinuing gross human rights violations by serial 
abusers such as Iran and Syria. 

While gross human rights offenders such as 
Syria, Libya, Iran, and Saudi Arabia have 
been members of this U.N. human rights 
body, these regimes have not been censured, 
condemned, or held accountable in any way 
for their deplorable human rights record. 

In response, among other provisions, this 
Act stipulates that: a Member State that fails 
to uphold the values embodied in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights or are 
under U.N. Security Council sanctions be ineli-
gible for membership on any United Nations 
human rights body; secret voting in the Eco-
nomic and Social Council should be abolished, 
and a recorded vote must be conducted to de-
termine such membership of the Commission; 
and countries that meet that criteria should be 
ineligible for membership on the Commission. 

Similarly at the IAEA we remain concerned 
that serial proliferators continue to be ac-
corded full rights and responsibilities within 
this organization. 

A few years ago, proliferators such as Iran 
and Iraq, who was under Security Council 
sanctions at the time, were scheduled to serve 
as Chairs of the Conference on Disarmament. 

Iran, a nation who continues to be under in-
vestigation by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) due to its breaches and fail-
ures of its safeguards obligations, served on 
the Board of Governors of the IAEA. 

Countries who are in non-compliance of 
their obligations under international agree-
ments and in violation of the rules that serve 
as the basis for individual U.N. bodies, cannot 
and must not be entrusted with the enforce-
ment of those very rules and obligations. 

This Act addresses these and other con-
cerns by seeking the establishment of: an Of-
fice of Compliance and Enforcement within the 
Secretariat of the lAEA to function as an inde-
pendent body of technical experts that will as-

sess the activities of Member States and rec-
ommend specific penalties for those that are 
in breach or violation of their obligations; and 
a Special Committee on Safeguards and 
Verification to advise the IAEA Board of Gov-
ernors on additional measures necessary to 
enhance the agency’s ability to detect 
undeclared activities by member nations. 

Furthermore, it seeks the suspension of 
privileges for Member States that are under in-
vestigation, or are in breach or non-compli-
ance of their obligations, and seeks to estab-
lish Membership criteria that would keep such 
rogue states as Iran and Syria from serving on 
the IAEA Board of Governors. 

The IAEA section of this Act reinforces U.S. 
priorities concerning the safety of nuclear ma-
terials and counter proliferation by: calling for 
U.S. voluntary contributions to the lAEA to pri-
marily be used to fund activities relating to Nu-
clear Security or Nuclear Verification and in-
spections; by seeking to prioritize funding for 
inspection to focus on countries of proliferation 
concern; by seeking to prevent states-spon-
sors of terrorism, proliferations, and countries 
under IAEA investigation from benefiting from 
certain IAEA assistance programs. 

The United Nations Reform Act of 2005 also 
ensures transparency in the IAEA budget 
process by calling for a detailed breakdown of 
expenditures. 

The U.N. is accountable to neither tax-
payers nor voters. 

As a safeguard, the United Nations Reform 
Act of 2005 targets crucial areas of the U.N. 
organization to ensure that U.S. taxpayer 
money hauled off to Turtle Bay is spent in an 
efficient, transparent, and accountable man-
ner. 

Additionally, the bill empowers the Adminis-
tration to fix the U.N. by making it very clear 
that U.S. funding to that body will be dras-
tically cut unless the U.N. takes the appro-
priate actions to save itself. 

I look forward to Thursday’s debate and ask 
my colleagues to render their full support to 
this much-needed legislation. 

f 

CAFTA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, at 
a White House news conference 2 weeks 
ago, President Bush called on Congress 
to pass the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement this summer. Last 
week in this Chamber, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the most pow-
erful Republican in the House, prom-
ised a vote by July 4. Well, he actually 
promised a vote last year, and then he 
promised a vote again in May, but this 
time he means it, I think, and we are 
going to actually vote on this by July 
4. 

I am joined tonight by the gentleman 
from Niles, Trumbull County, Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) and the gentlewoman from 
Toledo, Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), two of my 
colleagues from my State; and there 
will be the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) and others coming 
along later. 
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Mr. Speaker, many of us who have 

been speaking out against the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement have 
a message for the President, and that 
is we should renegotiate CAFTA. 

President Bush signed CAFTA more 
than a year ago. Every trade agree-
ment negotiated by this administra-
tion has been ratified by Congress 
within 2 months of its signing. Aus-
tralia, Singapore, Chile, Morocco, each 
of those trade agreements the Presi-
dent signed was passed, was ratified, 
was voted on by Congress within a cou-
ple of months. CAFTA, however, has 
languished in Congress for more than a 
year without a vote because this 
wrong-headed trade agreement offends 
both Republicans and Democrats. It of-
fends small manufacturers and labor. It 
offends environmentalists and food 
safety advocates. It offends religious 
organizations in Central America and 
in our country. 

But most importantly, Mr. Speaker, 
look at what our trade policy has 
brought us. In 1992 the United States 
trade deficit, in other words, how much 
we import versus how much we export, 
our trade deficit was $38 billion, the 
year I first ran for Congress, in 1992. 
Last year this trade deficit was $618 
billion. It went from $38 billion to $618 
billion in literally a dozen years. It is 
hard to argue our trade policy is work-
ing when the deficit goes from $38 bil-
lion to $618 billion in just a dozen 
years. 

Tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, the Senate 
Finance Committee is scheduled to 
take up CAFTA in what is called a 
mock markup. In tomorrow’s mock 
markup, 10 legislators from Central 
America will attempt to offer state-
ments on behalf of the hundreds of 
thousands of Central Americans who 
oppose this dysfunctional cousin of the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. I say these legislators will ‘‘at-
tempt’’ because they have not been 
asked nor, the word we get, will they 
be allowed to offer any official remarks 
at any hearings on CAFTA. 

Instead, the administration and 
CAFTA supporters in Congress crafted 
a one-sided plan to benefit multi-
national corporations at the expense of 
U.S. workers and businesses, U.S. farm-
ers and ranchers, and Central Amer-
ican workers and businesses and Cen-
tral America’s farmers and ranchers. 
Opponents to CAFTA know it is simply 
an extension of NAFTA, which clearly, 
as the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. 
KAPTUR) has pointed out on this floor 
for a dozen years, has not worked for 
our country. 

It is the same old story, Mr. Speaker. 
Every time there is a trade agreement, 
the President says it will mean more 
jobs for the U.S., it will mean increased 
manufacturing in the U.S., increased 
exports of American-produced goods to 
other countries, and better wages for 
developing countries. 

But look at this chart, Mr. Speaker. 
The States here in red are States that 
in the last 5 years have lost 20 percent 

of their manufacturing. Michigan, 
210,000 jobs, more than 20 percent of 
their manufacturing base; Illinois, 
224,000; Ohio, 216,000; Pennsylvania, 
200,000 jobs; North Carolina, 228,000; 
Mississippi and Alabama combined, 
about 130,000 jobs. In State after State 
after State, we have lost 20 percent of 
our manufacturing base. In many of 
the other States, we have lost thou-
sands of jobs also. 

So they continue to promise more 
jobs, more manufacturing, more ex-
ports, a higher standard of living in the 
developing world. But with every trade 
agreement, their promises fall by the 
wayside in favor of big business inter-
ests that send U.S. jobs overseas and 
exploit cheap labor abroad. In the face 
of overwhelming bipartisan opposition, 
the administration and Republican 
leadership have tried every trick in the 
book to pass this CAFTA. 

As I said earlier, we in this body 
could agree on a Central American 
Free Trade Agreement, but not one 
that is tilted against American work-
ers, not one that is tilted against work-
ers in Central America, not one that is 
tilted for the drug industry and against 
the environment and against worker 
rights. 

But this year, because nothing else 
seems to be working in convincing Con-
gress, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, the administration is linking 
CAFTA to helping democracy in the 
developing world. Defense Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Deputy Secretary Zoellick, 
both have said CAFTA will help in the 
War on Terror. I am not sure how. 
They have never really explained that. 
But that is what they claim. 

Ten years of NAFTA, Mr. Speaker, 
has done nothing to improve border se-
curity between Mexico and the United 
States; so that argument does not 
wash. Then in May, the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, in one of their famous 
junkets that we hear more and more 
about from some of our friends in this 
body, flew the six presidents from Cen-
tral America and the Dominican Re-
public around our country, hoping they 
might be able to sell CAFTA to news-
paper editors, to our country’s voters, 
to our country’s Congress. They flew to 
Albuquerque. The Chamber of Com-
merce flew these six presidents to Al-
buquerque and to Los Angeles; to New 
York; to Miami; to Cincinnati, my 
home State of Ohio. 

Again they failed. And after the trip, 
the Costa Rican President broke off 
from the group and announced that his 
country would not ratify CAFTA un-
less an independent commission could 
determine the agreement will not hurt 
the working poor. 

b 2000 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we have 
seen demonstration after demonstra-
tion in Central America, 45 demonstra-
tions with more than 150,000 workers, 
opposing this agreement. Some of their 
Presidents might be for it, some of 
them might be, but their workers cer-

tainly are not. In this case, this was in 
Guatemala, when the police went up 
against 8,000 workers, two of these 
workers were killed by their country’s 
security forces. 

Now the administration is trying 
something different. They have opened 
up the bank. Desperate after failing to 
gin up support for the agreement based 
on its merits, CAFTA supporters now 
are attempting to buy votes with fan-
tastic promises. If history is any exam-
ple, should the promises fail, they will 
try and force votes their way with out-
rageous threats. 

Instead of wasting time with tooth-
less side deals, U.S. Trade Ambassador 
Portman should negotiate a CAFTA 
that will actually pass Congress. Re-
publicans and Democrats, small manu-
facturers and labor groups, farmers, 
ranchers, faith-based groups in all 
seven countries, religious leaders, envi-
ronmental human rights organizations 
and workers are all speaking with one 
voice: Renegotiate CAFTA; give us a 
CAFTA, but one very different from 
this. 

This CAFTA will not enable Central 
American workers to buy cars made in 
the district of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) or the district of the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR.) 
They will not enable Central American 
workers to buy software developed in 
Seattle, or prime beef in Nebraska. 

A Nicaraguan worker, Mr. Speaker, 
earns $2,800 a year. The combined eco-
nomic output of the Central American 
nations is equivalent to that of Colum-
bus, Ohio, or New Haven, Connecticut, 
or Orlando, Florida, or Memphis, Ten-
nessee. Workers in the United States 
make $38,000 a year on average. 

Workers in Costa Rica make $9,000; 
Dominican Republic, $6,000; Nicaragua 
and Honduras, the average makes sig-
nificantly less than $3,000 a year. They 
are not going to buy the cars made in 
the district of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) or the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). They are not going 
to buy steel made in my district. They 
are not going to buy apparel made in 
North Carolina. They are not going to 
buy software from Seattle, or prime 
beef from Kansas. They simply cannot 
afford to do this. 

This CAFTA is not about exporting 
American products. It is about U.S. 
companies moving plants to Honduras, 
paying $2,600 a year; outsourcing jobs 
to El Salvador, where workers make 
less than $5,000; exporting cheap labor 
in Guatemala where workers make 
$4,000 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, when the world’s poor-
est people can buy American products 
and not just make them, then we will 
know that our trade policies are work-
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, we should renegotiate; 
defeat this Central American Free 
Trade Agreement, start again and re-
negotiate a CAFTA that will lift up 
workers and environmental standards 
in all the involved countries. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from Toledo, the gentlewoman from 
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Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), and thank her for 
her terrific work for years on trade 
issues. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the able Member the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for spear-
heading this Special Order this evening 
and for the great work he always does, 
and the gentleman from Youngstown, 
Ohio, and the surrounding areas, for 
being so much a part of our efforts to 
change America’s trade policy so it 
again works for America’s commu-
nities, America’s workers and Amer-
ica’s farmers. 

If you loved NAFTA, you are going to 
love CAFTA, and I cannot think of a 
single American that really loves 
NAFTA, because we have lost so many 
jobs, nearly 1 million jobs, since that 
agreement was passed in 1993. 

It is really amazing to me to think 
about everything that is needed in this 
country and what the Bush administra-
tion is trying to push through this Con-
gress. Just look at rising gas prices. Is 
this administration and Congress real-
ly trying to do anything to help Amer-
ica become energy-independent again? 
No, not really. We continue to become 
more dependent on imported petroleum 
than before this administration took 
office. 

All of our pension funds are under-
funded. The Pension Benefit Guarantee 
Corporation, which is supposed to un-
dergird all of our Nation’s pension 
funds in private industry, needs over 
$23 billion to try to restore just the 
current needs in that bill. Are we get-
ting a bill to fully fund the Nation’s 
pension guarantee fund? No. The bill is 
not coming up here on that. 

What about Social Security? Well, 
their answer is privatize it. Try to di-
vert money from the regular trust 
fund, rather than finding a way to 
make sure that Social Security is 
healthy long term. 

Health care, is anything really being 
done to insure America’s families and 
to try to take care of all those in our 
nursing homes who do not have enough 
nurses at bedside? No, that bill is not 
coming up here. 

Or veterans, to make sure we have 
enough money in the accounts of this 
country to take care of all the disabled 
veterans returning home? We see our 
Family Assistance Centers having to 
raise money to buy special access 
ramps to people’s houses and to try to 
take care of families because we lack 
TRICARE when our veterans come 
home. No, we are not getting a bill to 
do anything about that. 

What we are getting is we are getting 
a bill that would expand NAFTA to in-
clude five more countries, actually six 
more countries if you count the Do-
minican Republic. What it would do is 
add over 50 million more people into 
this NAFTA union, people who have 
hands to do work, but who through 
that work cannot really increase their 
own standard of living, as the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) has 
said, who could buy the goods that are 

made in this country, because they do 
not earn enough to afford them. But it 
would add 50 million more people to 
this trade effort. 

That means that our jobs, as hap-
pened with NAFTA, would continue to 
be outsourced, shipped out, even in 
greater quantity than they already are, 
to Guatemala, Costa Rica, the Domini-
can Republic, El Salvador, Honduras, 
Nicaragua, all these places so very far 
from home, and more of our agricul-
tural production as well. 

So we are literally being asked in 
this agreement to add a State the size 
of California, 50 million people, or four 
States the size of Ohio, actually five 
Ohios, if you look at the population of 
the countries that they are trying to 
add to this DR-CAFTA agreement, add 
that many more people to our union 
and then say it is all going to work. 

This is an example of what has hap-
pened since NAFTA was passed back in 
the early 1990s and what has happened 
to our trade deficit, if you add NAFTA, 
if you add the special agreement with 
China and all these other trade agree-
ments. We have fallen every year into 
deeper and deeper and deeper deficit. 
We are now over half a trillion dollars 
a year more goods coming into this 
country than exports going out. 

I just wanted to place the record as I 
begin my comments this evening that 
in the last official count in March- 
April of this year, the overall U.S. 
trade deficit in goods and services rose 
another 6.34 percent from March to 
April, climbing from $53.6 billion to $57 
billion overall, on top of all of the def-
icit we already had from last year, and 
this represents the fourth highest com-
bined monthly deficit on record for our 
whole country. 

The deficit with Mexico in that pe-
riod of time rose to $4.4 billion, up an-
other 3.29 percent, and the deficit with 
Canada rose to $5.4 billion, just for that 
month, another 8.9 percent increase. 

If I could just demonstrate these 
other two charts as I begin this 
evening, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) referenced the trade deficits in 
various countries. 

With Canada, since NAFTA was 
signed, the proponents said, just like 
they are saying now, if we sign this 
agreement, we are going to have all the 
trade. Except it is modeled after the 
NAFTA accord. And after we signed 
NAFTA with Canada, though we al-
ready had a deficit with NAFTA, after 
the signing of NAFTA it just went 
deeper and deeper to where it doubled 
and tripled, more production in Canada 
than here in the United States. With 
Mexico, the very same pattern. 

This type of accord provides America 
with lost jobs, lost income, more im-
ports coming in here than exports 
going out. With Mexico when NAFTA 
was signed, we actually had a little 
trade surplus with Mexico. We have 
fallen into heavy, heavy deficit, now 
nearly $50 billion a year in the hole 
with Mexico. 

Finally, before I yield back the time 
the gentleman was kind enough to give 

me, we already have today a $1.9 billion 
deficit in goods with these nations al-
ready. All CAFTA is going to do is 
push those numbers further down, 
which means more lost jobs in Ohio, 
more workers who cannot afford to 
own their home, these increasing bank-
ruptcies we see across our country, and 
the same-old-same-old being thrust 
upon the American people voted on 
here in this Congress by some of the 
most powerful economic interests on 
the face of the globe. 

So I am very thankful that the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. SOLIS) 
was speaking earlier this evening, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GENE 
GREEN), now the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN), the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN), to talk about, you know 
what, it is time to draw a line in the 
sand and say if an agreement has been 
out of whack, seriously in deficit for 
more than 3 years, it ought to be re-
negotiated, and we should not add any 
more pain to the American economy 
than we already have. 

I want to thank the gentleman for al-
lowing me to speak this evening. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank my friend 
for her terrific work representing 
American workers. 

I yield to my friend the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for their leadership 
on this issue. For years and years you 
guys have been at the forefront of this 
issue, and now it is becoming a little 
more trendy, a little more popular, to 
be against some of these trade agree-
ments. I would like to thank you as a 
new Member, second term. I am a 
lucky guy to have two Members in the 
Ohio delegation with such strong lead-
ership on this issue. 

As we talked about the trade deficits, 
whether they are with one country or 
the overall trade deficit, I think it is 
important, and this is the real dis-
connect that I think the administra-
tion and many of the people who are 
supporting CAFTA are missing. The 
disconnect is with those people who are 
in our district, those people who lose 
manufacturing jobs, those people who 
lose textile jobs, whether in the South-
ern States, those are the people we are 
here to represent. 

If the trade agreements that we have 
been signing, whether it was NAFTA or 
PNTR or Most Favored Nation with 
China over years and years and years, 
if they are not working for everyone, 
then they are not good trade agree-
ments for the United States of Amer-
ica. 

I am sure both of you represent coun-
ties that probably have the same kind 
of situations that the counties in my 
districts have. They cannot pass a sales 
tax; they cannot pass police and fire 
levies, library levies, school levies. I 
think two-thirds of the school levies 
that were on the ballot in Ohio last 
year failed, two-thirds. 
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So years ago we were promised when 

we had the debate, we are going to pass 
NAFTA, but we are going to invest in 
education. We are going to trade with 
the Chinese, but we are going to make 
sure that our workers are the most 
skilled, educated and healthiest work-
ers on the planet. We failed to do that 
on this end, and at the same time we 
sign agreements that do not have the 
labor standards, do not have the envi-
ronmental standards to help lift these 
people up. 

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) pointed out earlier, with the 
average wage of a Nicaraguan worker, 
what are they going to buy here? What 
are they going to buy that comes out 
of the United States? Not a Jeep from 
Toledo, not a Cobalt from Lordstown, 
Ohio. They cannot afford it. It would 
take them 10, 15, 20 years to come up 
with the kind of money that they 
would need to just buy a car coming 
out of the United States of America. 

I think it is important, because it is 
not just about CAFTA. If we take a 
step back and we try to look at how 
the world is going to look in the next 
10 or 20 years, we have high-tech jobs 
making their way to India and China, 
and we have a lot of our manufacturing 
going to China that has come from 
Mexico, first it went down to Mexico 
and then over to China, and everyone 
keeps talking about this new economy 
and what is it going to be. 

Well, we do not really know what it 
is going to be. Nobody seems to know 
what this new economy is going to be 
like. We are going to have the high- 
tech jobs, and our people are going to 
work, and it is going to be great. It will 
be like America is going to be one big 
country club. Everybody is white col-
lar, everybody gets to golf and go to 
the swimming pool, and it is going to 
be great. That was the idea they were 
trying to pitch to us in the 1990s, and it 
did not work out that way. 

So it is important for us, I think, not 
only those of us against the trade 
agreements, but as Democrats, to say 
this train is so far down the track, we 
do not even know how much we are 
going to be able to stop it. I think it 
starts with CAFTA would be a good 
place for putting our stake in the 
ground and trying to go in another di-
rection. 

But at the same time, we have got to 
invest in education, we have got to 
make sure we have healthy citizens. 
Eighty-five percent of the students 
that go to Youngstown city schools 
qualify for free and reduced lunch. 
That is probably the same, if not high-
er, in Cleveland and Toledo. Fifty or 
sixty percent of those kids live in pov-
erty. 

So even if we just, for the sake of ar-
gument, say these trade agreements 
are great, let us all compete; let us 
educate our kids; let us do what we 
have to do to compete with them, free 
markets, which we do not always buy, 
but let us for the sake of argument say 
that. How are we going to have the 

kids in Youngstown able to compete 
against these workers in the other 
countries if we are not investing in 
education and not making sure they 
are healthy, lifted out of poverty and 
on the playing field? 

I will say this before I yield back: We 
are going on the global field of com-
petition with less than half a team be-
cause these kids are not getting the 
kind of education, the kind of health 
care that they need. 
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So here we are trying to compete 
with the Chinese, now we want to do it 
with some other countries, and we just 
are not making the proper investments 
to even come to the point where we are 
going to be able to lift all of our citi-
zens up to compete with over a billion 
Indians and 1.3 billion Chinese. And 
until we do that, fix these trade agree-
ments and make those investments, we 
are going to see these trade deficits 
continue, we are going to see other 
countries like the Chinese and the Indi-
ans outpace us with engineers, com-
puter scientists, and all of these other 
high-tech workers and, eventually, 
every community is going to be like 
some of the communities we represent, 
struggling to fund their schools, strug-
gling to fund basic police and fire, li-
braries, the basic services that govern-
ment needs to provide. 

So I am happy to join my colleagues 
here tonight, and I thank the gen-
tleman again for his leadership, and I 
yield back. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. RYAN). One of the things that 
the gentleman pointed out is talking 
about school kids in Youngstown or 
talking about police and fire in his 
community, and we do a lot of talking 
about statistics and numbers and the 
trade deficit going from $13 billion to 
$618 billion in a dozen years, but then 
we think about what this means. When 
President Bush, Senior, said for every 
billion dollars in trade surplus or trade 
deficit, that translated into 12,000 jobs; 
for every billion-dollar trade surplus, it 
is 12,000 more jobs for our country; for 
every 12 billion-dollar trade deficit, it 
is 12,000 fewer jobs, many of those man-
ufacturing jobs. 

So when we have this kind of trade 
deficit of $618 billion, you multiply 
that times 12,000 jobs, according to 
President Bush, Senior, however you 
do the math, these are a lot of people 
that lose jobs, communities that expe-
rience plant closings, a lot of police 
and fire who protect our communities 
who get laid off when these plants 
close. These are a lot of cuts to public 
education. As the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) says, you then need to pass 
school levies and it is so hard to pass 
school levies when people have lost 
their homes and lost their jobs and are 
barely able to make ends meet, and 
have taken a job where they were mak-
ing $35,000 a year and are now making 
$17,000 a year, and they cannot afford a 

property tax increase, so schools lose 
out and kids lose out, and it is just a 
downward spiral. 

So when you see these numbers, you 
think about people in our commu-
nities, it does not matter if they are 
Democrats or Republicans, because 
these job losses, as we have pointed 
out, these job losses in manufacturing 
alone, particularly throughout the 
Midwest and the south, North and 
South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia, 
Mississippi, and States from Pennsyl-
vania, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana and Illi-
nois, up into Wisconsin, think of these 
200,000 per State manufacturing job 
losses is a whole lot of people, a whole 
lot of bread winners and families that 
come home to their kids and cannot do 
what they were able to do before they 
lost their jobs. Their schools are hurt-
ing, their public safety is hurting, they 
are not able to send their kids on to 
school, all the kinds of things that go 
with lost jobs. That is why this is so 
important. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman makes a great point. The 
whole idea of us representing the whole 
country is that these agreements are 
benefiting the very few people who are 
doing really well, and they are the 
same people who are qualified for the 
tax cut that goes to the top one per-
cent. So there is a philosophical debate 
here: is the legislation and the trade 
deals that come out of this Chamber 
going to represent everyone, going to 
be good for everyone, or are they going 
to be good for the very few. 

That is the kind of philosophy. It has 
been divide and conquer down here for 
the last few years, and hey, if you get 
screwed out of your job, then so be it, 
that is where you are; my friends are 
doing good and they get to donate to 
my campaign, so we are just going to 
ignore you. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
would point out that the States in 
white, and there are two of them, actu-
ally had manufacturing job growth. In 
these two States, total population is 
about 2 million people out of a country 
of 280 million, so these two States rep-
resent less than one percent of our 
country. Not that they are not impor-
tant if you live in those two States, 
but they are the only States that have 
had manufacturing job growth. 

All of the States in red have lost 20 
percent of their manufacturing, 20 per-
cent, hundreds of thousands of jobs in 
many of these States. The States in 
blue have lost up to 20 percent, 15 to 20, 
so it is State after State after State 
has just been hurt badly by this. And 
as we have all talked, it clearly trans-
lates into people’s lives. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, people in 
our country intuitively know some-
thing is wrong. They go to the store 
and they try to buy something and 
they see ‘‘made in China,’’ or they see 
‘‘assembled in Mexico.’’ And they also 
know that the quality of production is 
going down, that the metals that are 
used are not as good as they used to be; 
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that the clothing is comprised of fab-
rics that do not breath as well and they 
do not wear as well. People know this. 

Shoes. They know that the shoes, 
most of which are imported now, they 
are not good quality. There is not rub-
ber on the bottoms anymore on good 
leather. Now we have these combina-
tion fabrics and your feet hurt. 

We think about, and at least I, of the 
three this evening who are talking, am 
old enough to remember when America 
made American-made, quality goods. 
We used to even make American flags. 
And when they had that rally over 
here, the Speaker handed out flags 
made in China. 

Mr. Speaker, I can remember an 
America where there really was an 
America here, where we really made 
things, and we were proud of what we 
made. When you have these kinds of 
trade deficits that are massive, over a 
half a trillion dollars a year in deficit, 
more imports coming in here than ex-
ports going out, you are displacing pro-
duction. 

I had an experience this past week in 
my district where I went through an 
old power plant, and the innards are 
being taken out because it is passe, its 
technology is passe. I said, well, now, 
where are we sending the copper to be 
reprocessed and used? They said oh, the 
copper was bought up by China. I said, 
oh. Well, what about the turbines? 
Well, the turbines are going down to 
Argentina. I said, you mean there is 
nobody in America that even wants to 
use the scrap metal? 

We look at the prices of steel and, in 
terms of coking, there are no coking 
operations here. The Chinese have us 
around the neck because they have 
been charging $43 a ton for coke and 
making steel production so expensive 
in our country. We are seeing parts of 
us being dismantled and sent some-
where else. 

I was down in North Carolina talking 
with some of the producers of hogs and 
turkeys and chickens down there, and 
the grains, rather than coming from 
the Midwest, is coming from Argentina 
delivered at the Port of Wilmington. 
The farmers in North Carolina and 
South Carolina want to buy grain from 
the Midwest, but yet it is coming from 
Argentina. It is very interesting to 
think what is happening to our coun-
try. 

Then, on the side of some of these na-
tions, take the Dominican Republic. 
We had a couple of young people come 
to Toledo from the Dominican Repub-
lic a couple of years ago from one of 
our church groups, and they actually 
worked in a company making apparel; 
it was a South Korean contractor on 
contract to the government of the Do-
minican Republic, and these young 
women were making T shirts that were 
to be sold in the United States, all of 
their production came here. They were 
paid 12 cents a T-shirt. They worked 14 
to 18 hour days, 7 days a week; they 
had absolutely no say in their com-
pany, nothing, forget it. They were just 

bonded workers. If they spoke up, they 
were fired. They worked behind barbed 
wire fences and gates, the plant was in-
side, it was like a reservation, actu-
ally. 

When they came to Toledo, we took 
them to a couple of shopping centers to 
try to find the shirt that they had 
made and, sure enough, we did. We 
found the T shirts hanging on a rack. 
This young woman, she just went up to 
it, she pulled it off and then we looked 
at the price tag. It was $20. I cannot 
forget her face. She just stood there. 
She said, you mean in America it is 
sold for $20 and I earn 12 cents? She 
could not even, she could not even 
fathom it. 

I said, yes, and let us think about 
who made the money off the sweat of 
your brow. This was actually sweat 
shop goods coming into the United 
States from the Dominican Republic by 
way of a special contract signed with 
the South Korean manufacturer who is 
doing business and, really, whose prac-
tices cannot be monitored well, and 
these young women were earning noth-
ing. 

Now, is that the kind of world that 
we want to create? We are. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we 
hear the word ‘‘freedom’’ come out of 
this Chamber a lot. Is that young girl 
free? She is trapped. She is an inden-
tured servant just like there has been 
throughout the history of, many times 
in this country, and many others. She 
is not free. 

So we use freedom when it is conven-
ient for us, but in the instance where it 
may hurt some corporation to reduce 
their profits, freedom does not mean 
anything. 

Ms. KAPTUR. As the gentleman says, 
it ought to be called not free trade, be-
cause it is not free trade. It is not good 
trade, we know that. It certainly is not 
positive trade, because all we are yield-
ing are deficits. Maybe we should call 
it sweat shop trade or indentured 
trade. There is some other word that 
should go here. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) 
mentions freedom. Another word or 
phrase that is thrown around here a lot 
is Christian values and fair play and 
morality. And when we pass a trade 
agreement that throws American 
workers in these numbers out of jobs 
and then exploits a worker that the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) 
talked about making 12 cents that 
makes a product that sells in the 
United States for $20, what kind of ex-
ploitation, what kind of family values, 
what kind of morality that does de-
scribe our actions? 

Yet, it is pretty clear to an awful lot 
of people in this body, I think, and it is 
pretty clear to a whole lot of Ameri-
cans that the values that we hold dear, 
no matter what your religion or your 
faith, if your religion or your faith is 
based on our country doing the right 
thing, it simply does not fit, to pass a 
trade agreement that costs people 

these kinds of jobs, that exploits the 
most defenseless people in the devel-
oping world, the people that the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) says are 
trapped, the women that the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) de-
scribes, and then go home and talk 
about practicing our faith and family 
values and morality. It just does not 
work. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we 
may have developed a new word or new 
phrase. We are advocating for value- 
centered trade, trade that represents 
our values and, hopefully, what we are 
trying to spread around the world, 
value-centered trade. 

Ms. KAPTUR. And part of that I 
think is the development and suste-
nance of the middle class. 

We know that the workers in these 
other countries, because of the way the 
countries operate, are not creating a 
middle class. They are endowing the 
very top. In fact, they have a word for 
this, they call it oligarchies or plutoc-
racies, they are endowing the wealthy, 
and the vast majority of people are 
poor. In Mexico, post-NAFTA, more 
people are poor today than before 
NAFTA was passed, and many of their 
small businesses were drummed out of 
existence, and many of their inde-
pendent farmers are wandering across 
North America trying to find even 
enough to eat. 

In our country, we have been 
druming down the middle class. These 
other countries do not have a chance to 
build a middle class. Who is really ben-
efiting off of the pain that is felt by the 
workers of our country and these other 
countries? It is very clear. There are a 
few extraordinarily powerful corpora-
tions that are trading workers off 
against one another. 

And we as a Congress have a respon-
sibility to stand for the development of 
the middle class and trade agreements 
that sustain the middle class in our 
country and help these other countries 
develop economies where their wealth 
comes from demand-led growth inside 
their own countries, not exporting ev-
erything they make to other places, 
paying their workers nothing, and then 
charging us high prices for those goods 
here in this country. 

We do not have that kind of trade 
regimen. That is why we need to stop 
CAFTA and go back and renegotiate 
NAFTA, and any other trade agree-
ment where we have sustained massive 
deficits over the last 3 years. That 
ought to be the priority of the Presi-
dent of the United States and of this 
Congress. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
CAFTA specifically protects, if you 
look at the text of CAFTA, it specifi-
cally protects the prescription drug 
companies, but offers no real protec-
tion to workers. It specifically protects 
and supports Hollywood films and CD- 
ROMs, but does not have protection for 
the environment and for food safety. I 
mean, if that does not tell us some-
thing about values; we will write a 
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trade agreement that will help the 
most privileged, wealthiest people in 
both our country and the six CAFTA 
countries, but we will not protect the 
workers, we will not protect and help 
and enhance the environment, food 
safety, safe drinking water, clean air, 
all of that. 

We are joined by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) 
who also has been in this Chamber, 
came with me in 1992 and has been a 
part of these discussions on trade for 
many, many years, and I thank the 
gentleman for joining us. 
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Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) 
for asking me to come down and speak 
with him and speak out against the 
Central America Free Trade Agree-
ment called CAFTA. I am pleased to be 
here with the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) and the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), all from the great 
State of Ohio. As we continue to look 
at just your map there, the job loss is 
216,000 in Ohio, 210 in Michigan. 

Just one slight correction, if I may, 
on your map. The Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan still belongs to Michigan, not 
to Wisconsin. But anyone saw me down 
here arguing this from my district and 
knowing that I live in the Upper Penin-
sula, they would say, whoa, what hap-
pened here? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. If the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) would 
yield, we left Ann Arbor in Michigan. 

Mr. STUPAK. But, you know, if 
CAFTA passes, there might as well not 
be an Upper Peninsula of Michigan just 
because we have lost so much. In fact, 
Michigan, right now our unemploy-
ment remains the highest in the State 
at about 7 percent. The small and the 
medium-sized manufacturing jobs are 
gone. We just have great difficulty 
with it. 

One industry we still have left in 
Michigan, and a little bit that it is, but 
it is vitally important, a new part of 
my district down there by the thumb 
area, as we call it, is the sugar indus-
try. And CAFTA will just really wipe 
out the sugar industry in Michigan. 

We recently just have been declared a 
disaster area because of higher than 
normal temperatures in the region, 
where we lost 200,000 tons of sugar. 
That cost $33 million to our farmers. 
But now if we pass this trade agree-
ment, and if it goes into effect, U.S. 
markets will be flooded with sugar im-
ports, striking an even greater blow to 
our Michigan economy, especially our 
agriculture and sugar. And sugar actu-
ally ranks fourth in the country in pro-
duction, Michigan sugar does. So we 
have a vital stake in the sugar indus-
try in this Nation, being fourth in the 
country in production. 

And our sugar comes from sugar 
beet. And the sugar beet economy in 
Michigan, if you will, is about 2000 
farms, employs thousands of people, 
and annually it is a $300 million prod-

uct to agriculture in Michigan. Michi-
gan farmers know how damaging 
CAFTA would be to them. We will also 
endanger many of the thousands of jobs 
at the mid-Michigan-based Michigan 
Sugar Company. That is a cooperative, 
and they have worked very hard to 
maintain their jobs. And if CAFTA 
goes through, we think the Michigan 
Sugar Company would be history. 

We in Congress we need to send a 
strong signal to the Bush administra-
tion that this is one instance where 
sugar, if you will, does not belong on 
the table, so to speak. 

What can we expect from CAFTA? 
And I know all my colleagues here 
joined me in that fight in NAFTA 
about some 10 years ago. A significant 
job loss. Over the past 10 years we have 
766,000 jobs lost here in the United 
States. And where did they go? They 
went to Mexico and other places for 
lower wages and labor standards that 
are appealing to big corporations. 

How many more American jobs can 
we afford to lose as a result of CAFTA? 
Why would CAFTA, under the same 
labor and environmental framework as 
NAFTA, be anything better for our 
manufacturing industry, our sugar in-
dustry or the American worker? 

CAFTA would allow foreign corpora-
tions to challenge U.S. environmental 
laws once again by establishing a 
three-member panel of international 
judges who meet behind closed doors 
with the power to award billions of dol-
lars of U.S. taxpayers to multinational 
corporations. 

CAFTA’s environmental provision is 
a sham. The agreement says that na-
tions would simply enforce existing en-
vironmental laws, even though many of 
those laws are inadequate. Even that 
provision, the environmental provision, 
even that one fails to have a meaning-
ful enforcement mechanism. CAFTA 
does not ask other nations to better 
preserve or protect their environments. 
It just says whatever laws you have is 
fine. 

In the U.S. we have many environ-
mental laws to protect our food, other 
residents, our natural resources. Yet if 
CAFTA passes, we will import goods 
from countries that do not have the 
same safety standards. 

We all know about the food. I know 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) 
has helped on the Energy and Com-
merce Committee where we both sit on 
food safety issues, whether it is toma-
toes out of Mexico versus Florida to-
matoes. In this country we still, we 
pass every year a labeling law to label 
our food. So we could say, okay, these 
tomatoes are from Florida. We know 
what standards they are grown by. 
These are from Mexico. We do not 
know what standards they are grown 
by. We pass it, but yet it is never im-
plemented by the current administra-
tion. People are willing to pay a few 
extra pennies, if you will, on their 
fruits or vegetables or beets or seafood 
just to know where it comes from, be-
cause our standards, our environ-

mental standards, our consumer stand-
ards, our health standards, our safety 
standards are so much greater in this 
country than elsewhere. 

So CAFTA, in a way, wipes out all 
these protections for the American 
worker, for the American homeowner, 
for our American family. CAFTA also 
fails to protect Americans workers. It 
fails to offer protections to Central 
American workers who fall victim to 
their country’s own diminishing stand-
ards. 

CAFTA does have its benefits. The 
only benefits I can find are to compa-
nies that would leave the U.S. to ex-
ploit cheap labor in countries with 
minimal protections. We need to be 
promoting business development and 
jobs in the U.S., not sending more of 
them overseas. 

Michigan, as I said, has lost, and on 
the gentleman from Ohio’s chart there, 
210,000 manufacturing jobs. Just since 
NAFTA alone, we can draw a direct 
line between NAFTA, the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, and 130,000 
manufacturing jobs, just manufac-
turing jobs in Michigan. Companies are 
practically crawling all over one an-
other to leave the U.S. for cheap labor 
in countries with little protection for 
their workers or the environment. 

Now I want to be clear, and I am sure 
all of us here tonight, we support fair 
trade agreements; however, CAFTA is 
unfair at its worst. It is unfair to work-
ers both at home and in Central Amer-
ica. It is unfair to small businesses. It 
is unfair to our communities, unfair to 
our environment. So I would urge the 
administration and this Congress to 
stop the exodus of jobs from the U.S., 
stop the challenges to our environ-
mental protection laws. 

And when I came down here tonight 
to join you, you were talking a little 
bit about what about a faith base or a 
moral basis for some of these agree-
ments, especially here in the United 
States. When you take a look at the 
United States Catholic Conference and 
the United States Catholic Bishops and 
the Catholic Relief Services have all 
come out opposing this trade agree-
ment on basic fundamental human 
rights issues. Trade is all about people, 
their livelihood and how they live their 
lives. And they found CAFTA, you 
know, Catholics for Faithful Citizen-
ship, they found that CAFTA is a trade 
investment agreement negotiated be-
tween the United States and six coun-
tries, and they are, Costa Rica, El Sal-
vador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nica-
ragua and Dominican Republic. And 
the President wants us to pass this 
trade agreement. But before we go 
ahead and do it, just from a moral and 
faith-based perspective, we have to ask 
questions like how will CAFTA address 
the needs of small and medium-sized 
manufacturing and farms here in the 
United States and Central America? 

How will CAFTA protect the rights 
of worker and the environment? 

How will CAFTA impact the lives of 
people throughout this hemisphere, be 
it U.S. and Central America? 
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What is the intellectual property pro-

visions for protection of your intellec-
tual property? What does CAFTA have? 
Very little. 

What is CAFTA’s purpose, or how 
does CAFTA promote really human de-
velopment and human rights, espe-
cially amongst poor people in Central 
America? 

If you start asking these questions, it 
is very clear this trade agreement is 
not negotiated in the best interests of 
the American people. It is not nego-
tiated in the best interests of faith- 
based people. It is not negotiated in the 
best interests of people who come to 
this floor or go to work every day with 
a moral purpose of what they do. 

I have always been taught you work 
hard, you play by the rules, and good 
things will happen. Unfortunately, 
with these trade agreements, you work 
hard, you play by the rules, not only do 
you lose your job, but your job is 
shipped overseas, and it is sort of a 
race to the bottom, because the job you 
had before, now you earn so much less 
when you try to pick up a new job be-
cause there is just not the jobs there. 

I mentioned Michigan at about 7 per-
cent unemployment. A month or two 
ago it was 7.5 percent. The tourism in-
dustry is starting to take off, so we are 
starting to see a little bit of an im-
provement in our economy, but still at 
7 percent. We just cannot. The auto in-
dustry is hurting terribly in this Na-
tion, and as we ship more and more 
jobs south to produce more and more 
cars, to produce our sugar, to produce 
our meats, our vegetables, our fruits, 
what is left for the farmers? 

And you cannot tell me these farmers 
in Central America are making the 
money. They really are going to be 
squeezed. The small and medium-sized 
farmers will be squeezed out in these 
countries as the big international con-
glomerates will take over, and they 
will reap the profits, and these people 
will continue to live in poverty and in 
misery. 

So when the United States Catholic 
Bishops and the Catholic Relief Serv-
ices come out against a trade agree-
ment because they do not believe it 
will do anything to lift the workers, 
the farmers, the peasants out of pov-
erty in Central America, at the expense 
of U.S. jobs, that is a strong statement. 

So I would hope people would take a 
very close look at CAFTA. Take a look 
at it from just your own job in our own 
district. Take a look what is does to 
the United States. But take a look at 
it from a moral and ethical perspective 
and say, is this the kind of trade agree-
ment I can honestly vote for and go to 
church this Sunday and say, you know, 
I did the right thing? 

I think when we examine the ques-
tions put forth by all of you here to-
night, I think the American people 
would agree that this CAFTA is just a 
bad deal not just for U.S. sugar, but for 
all of the United States and all of our 
manufacturing, and does nothing to 
help the people it professes to help in 

the Central America region of this 
hemisphere. 

So I would hope that people would 
not support this agreement. There is a 
lot of pressure being applied by the 
White House right now. There are 
meetings going on all the time. There 
is actually a picnic this Wednesday at 
the White House. I am sure they will be 
asking Members there in between their 
enjoyment to vote for this trade agree-
ment. The President has sort of staked 
part of his administration upon it, and 
I hope we would see through all this 
and see what is done to our Nation, all 
these trade agreements that are really 
unfair. Again, not against trade agree-
ments, but they have to be fair to both 
countries, to all the countries involved, 
and they have to be enforceable, and 
we are just not enforcing it. 

I mentioned the intellectual property 
rights. We have had hearings in our 
committee on China where they just 
openly are manufacturing these games 
that we see that young people play, 
whether it is their Gameboy or all of 
these video games, openly doing it in 
front of the Chinese officials. And they 
say, yeah, but they will not crack down 
on it. The intellectual property rights. 
The movies. The intellectual property 
rights is one of the last few industries 
we have left in this country where we 
have world supremacy on it, but yet we 
cannot get countries like China to en-
force it, to protect it, even though it is 
part of all these trade agreements. It is 
just amazing. It is just simply amazing 
that we have these trade agreements 
we know are being violated, nothing is 
being done. 

Let us not do another trade agree-
ment, this one being the Central Amer-
ica Free Trade Agreement, that is 
going to harm us not just from an agri-
cultural point of view and manufac-
turing point of view, but even our in-
tellectual property rights. If they can-
not protect something like a video 
game, how are they going to protect 
your best interest when it comes down 
to these trade agreements? So I would 
hope that this House would reject this 
CAFTA. And remember, it is an agree-
ment, and when it comes to the floor 
we cannot amend it, we cannot change 
it, we cannot alter it. It is either a yes 
or no vote. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK). 
And before calling the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), I 
would like to reiterate a couple of 
things that the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. STUPAK) said, talking about peo-
ple playing by the rules, and American 
workers who played by the rules and 
were involved in their community and 
raised their kids and worked their jobs 
and put their time in, that they lose 
their jobs; people who have played by 
the rules in Central America, who have 
been exploited in these jobs that have 
been outsourced; and all the groups, all 
the religious leaders and all six of 
these, the six Central American coun-
tries and including the Dominican Re-

public; and the United States religious 
leaders that oppose these because they 
know that people that have played 
straight and played by the rules have 
been hurt by these trade agreements in 
the past. 

And I want to mention one thing be-
fore turning to the gentlewoman from 
Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) because of 
what the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. STUPAK) said and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), and the opposi-
tion to these agreements from the pub-
lic. People know they are getting hurt 
by these agreements, people in Niles, 
Ohio, that work at Lordstown, people 
in Lorain or in the Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan or in Chicago that have been 
hurt by these agreements, people in 
Central America that have been hurt 
by these agreements. Because of that it 
is clear if this vote were to come to the 
House today, there is no doubt that we 
would defeat this trade agreement by 
30 or 40 votes. But that is today. And 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STUPAK) 
pointed out the White House is begin-
ning all kinds of ways to convince this 
Congress to do something to vote for 
the agreement. 

Just a couple of days ago Tom 
Donahue with the Chamber of Com-
merce told a bunch of Members of Con-
gress, if you vote against CAFTA, it 
will cost you. Those kinds of threats. 
At the same time the President and his 
people are now putting out carrots, not 
just sticks. They are, in a sense, 
bribing Members of Congress with ev-
erything from promising highways and 
bridges and other kinds of pork to now 
saying that they are going to put $20 
million in labor enforcement assist-
ance into something called the Depart-
ment of Labor’s Bureau of Inter-
national Affairs. 

Now the administration cut the ILAB 
from $148 million in 2001 down to $12 
million, from 148- to $12 million. Now 
they are saying they are going to add 
20 million to it, as if that is helping 
something, when they have no interest, 
they have written a trade agreement 
that does not enforce labor standards 
or provide labor standards. Now they 
are saying they are putting a little 
money in even after they have cut it. 
At the same time something called the 
International Labor Organization, 
which is a multinational group that 
sets labor standards, were one of, I be-
lieve, two countries out of 80 that said 
we are going to vote against the fund-
ing for that international body. 

So it is pretty clear all the promises 
they want to make about enforcing 
labor standards, they wrote weak 
standards, they cut funding on enforce-
ment. Now they are trying to buy off a 
few Members’ votes by promising to 
put a little money in enforcing labor 
standards. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), who has been a 
stellar outspoken advocate for work-
ers’ rights and the environment, both 
internationally and in the gentle-
woman’s Illinois district and around 
this country. 
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Well, I thank 

the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) 
so much for the opportunity to join the 
gentleman tonight, and thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership. As I have 
said, I have learned a lot from the gen-
tleman. Actually wrote the book on 
trade agreements called the Myths of 
Free Trade. You can get it at a book 
store. If they do not have it, order it. It 
is a good read and educational. 

What we are seeing right now is a 
growing bipartisan consensus that 
CAFTA is not a good idea. 

b 2045 

I realize there are all kinds of pres-
sures going on on the side to get Mem-
bers to vote for it, and I think the rea-
son is very simple. 

Why do we have trade agreements? 
Well, of course, we have now an in-
creasing global economy. That is inevi-
table. It is going to happen as the 
world gets smaller, because of tech-
nology, because of our capacity to 
trade with each other across borders, 
and that is a good thing. But we are at 
a point now where we have to decide 
what are the beneficiaries, who are 
going to be the winners and the losers 
of this international trade. 

Clearly, we are talking about busi-
nesses being able to sell their products 
and import products and to set a level 
playing field, but we want to make 
sure that it is not just multinational 
corporations, the huge companies that 
benefit from this global marketplace, 
but that it is consumers, that it is 
workers, and that at the same time we 
are not damaging our environment. 
The thing about trade agreements is 
that it is possible to craft trade agree-
ments that are not only good for busi-
ness, but they are also good for work-
ers and that they do take into consid-
eration the environmental impact. 

We had a trade agreement with Jor-
dan that, if we used it as kind of a tem-
plate for how we write these agree-
ments, could have been a model for 
how we do it around the world, but in-
stead, this trade agreement speeds up 
or at least contributes to what we call 
the race to the bottom; that is, the 
kind of agreement that does nothing to 
lift the wages or the living standards of 
people in the Central American coun-
tries and the Dominican Republic, and 
makes it easier to actually lower the 
standards of workers here in the 
United States. It starts pushing down 
wages, pushing down working condi-
tions, and that is not the kind of 
globalization we want, where the whole 
world is diminished in terms of its 
workers by these trade agreements. 

I went to Cuidad Juarez right across 
from El Paso at the 10th anniversary of 
NAFTA, and it was a trip that was or-
ganized in large part by the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). When 
I went there, what I saw were workers 
living in the packing crates of the 
products that they were manufac-
turing, often American companies, who 
had crossed the border and set up shop 

there so that they could pay very low 
wages to Mexican workers who were 
benefiting hardly at all. 

I mean, yes, they wanted some kind 
of a job, but their standard of living 
was to live in packing crates without 
health care, without certainly any 
kind of a living wage. In fact, we saw 
children who looked pretty sick, but 
they could not afford to take them to 
the doctor or even to send their chil-
dren to school. 

Is this the kind of world that we 
want to help create with these trade 
agreements? Is this good for the people 
in Mexico? Is this good for Americans? 
Because then those jobs go to places 
where there are low wages and where it 
is dangerous to try and organize for 
higher wages and higher benefits. It is 
dangerous to talk about unions. In our 
country, every 23 minutes a worker 
gets fired for trying to organize a 
union. In some of those places, you can 
get killed if you try to organize a 
union. It can be very, very dangerous. 

So the United States is the richest 
country in the history of the world. It 
could be a leader in saying we want to 
establish rules that lift all people, that 
make it possible for our workers to 
have a living wage here at home, to 
have our consumers be able to buy 
products from other countries where 
the people who produce them are not 
living in slave or near slave labor con-
ditions. I feel bad because often it is 
posed, you are either for trade agree-
ments or you are not; you are an isola-
tionist; you do not want to. 

It is not that at all. We could craft 
an agreement. We could go back to the 
drawing board, and we could craft an 
agreement that would work for work-
ers here and workers there, too. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). She is exactly 
right. I think the point she made is so 
important. 

First of all, at the beginning of her 
comments, she said there is a growing 
bipartisan group, and it is clearly way 
larger than a majority of this Con-
gress, large numbers of people in both 
parties, who do not like our trade pol-
icy, who see that we have seen this in-
credible growth in the deficit from $38 
billion to $618 billion in 12 years. It is 
clear our policies are not working. 

We have seen the kind of job loss 
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) and others have talked about, 
particularly in these red States, with 
losing 200,000 jobs. 

She talked about that we are not 
against trade agreements; we are 
against this Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. We are against this 
trade agreement because we know who 
the winners and losers are. The winners 
have been the drug companies, the 
largest most powerful corporations. 
The losers are small manufacturers 
that are from my district and in Chi-
cago or in the upper peninsula of 
Michigan. The losers are workers all 
over the country. 

When these workers lose, it is not 
just 216,000 Ohioans who lost their jobs. 
It is the families. It is the children. It 
is the school districts, the police and 
fire protection, and the safety of these 
communities. 

It is clear, Mr. Speaker, that we can 
simply do better, that we should reject 
the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement as presented to us for this 
vote; renegotiate CAFTA; come back 
here and pass a trade agreement that 
lifts standards up, that lifts workers’ 
standards up in our country and Cen-
tral America; that protects and pre-
serves the environment; that speaks to 
food safety and all the things that mat-
ter in our lives. 

In closing, I would add both com-
ments from the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK) and the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) about 
what do we stand for as a Nation, what 
kind of values, and when I look at the 
fact that religious leaders in all seven 
of these countries, the six countries 
south of us and our country, religious 
leaders have spoken out saying they 
are not against trade either, but they 
can do better, they believe we can do 
better and come up with a negotiated 
trade agreement so that working fami-
lies and the poor in these countries, 
the environment benefits, food safety 
benefits. We do better with all of those 
things that we care about. 

So I thank my friends for joining us 
tonight, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
RYAN), the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY), and just again saying we 
should renegotiate CAFTA, start 
again. It has been a year and a month 
since this agreement was signed by the 
President. We can do better. Let us 
start again and do it right this time. 

f 

BYRNE-JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 
GRANT AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
REICHERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night in favor of the Byrne-Justice As-
sistance Grant, JAG, amendment that 
we will debate and discuss in tomor-
row’s appropriation, Justice appropria-
tions tomorrow. 

This is a grant that our local police 
and sheriffs have relied on to form task 
forces, multijurisdictional task forces 
to fight our drug problems in our com-
munities, particularly meth. At least 
in Nebraska, the State that I have the 
responsibility and honor to represent, 
meth is by far the number one drug of 
choice. It started mostly as a rural 
drug where the ingredients were fairly 
easy to get, anhydrous ammonia, 
pseudoephedrine from your local gro-
cery store or pharmacies. The Sudafed 
that they can break down, the compo-
nents, and using a variety of other 
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